-

DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 246 614 EC 162 866

AUTHOR Zakel, Robert H.; And Others
TITLE Relationships between Job Conditions and

Characteristics .and the Professional Satisfaction of
Special Education Teacher Educators.

PUB DATE Apr 84

NOTE 33p.; Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the
Council for Exceptional Children (62nd, Washington,
pC, April 23-27, 1984).

PUB TYPE . Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Reports -
Research,/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Disabilities; Elementary Secondary Education; *Job
o Satisfaction; *Special Education; Surveys; *Teacher
Characteristics
ABSTRACT \ "t

The way in which special education teacher trainers
view their profession and the relationships between job satisfaction
and certain personal characteristic¢s and job related conditions were
examined. Questionnaires were completed by 622 special education
teacher educators. The guestionnaire consisted of two major
components--guestions pertaining to personal, professional
vackground, and demographic information; and items reflecting job
gatisifaction. Program variables found to relate to job satisfaction
were categorical/noncategorical type of program, degree emphasis,
number of students, urban/suburban/rural location, social/community
conditions, and geographic location. Personal variables investigated
were--age, sex, and marital status; rank, tenure, ‘and salary; and
experience in higher education and years in present position. Job
satisfaction was found to be influenced by both job conditions and
personal characteristics. Among results was that salary wasg the only
varialbe to significantly influence ratings on all five job
satisfaction factors. Tables with factors relating to job

+ satisfaction are included (SW)

£

RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRARARRRRARRRRARRARARRRARRARRRRRRARARRRARARRARRRRRRRARAR

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
2312222222232 3222222312232 2223222222222 3222222222222 222222222 ]




N
i
O
Yo
-t
gV
o
L

authors.

WS DEPANTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL |NSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOLIACES INFORMATION .

/ i CENTER \ERiCH
I The document hes been feproduced s

facotved from the person or orpenusnon
OnQUIBINQ it

- Naor changes have baen Mads 1o mprave
reproduchion quakty

# Pomts of v sw or opunions 1tat8d i fite doou

mant 4o Rt rriessenty rapresent pMiciad NIE
POHRGN L1 pOLcy

Retationships Between Job Conditions and

Characteristics and the Professional Satisfaction

of Special Education Teacher Educators

Robert H. Zabel Ph.D.
Kansas State University

Warren J. White. Ph.B.
Kansas State University

Marilyn L. Smitb, Ph.D.

Paper presented at The Council for Exceptional Children&AnL Annual
Convention, Washington, D.C., 1984,

Parts of this manuscript were
taken from previously published or unpublished manuscripts by the

“PERAMISSION TO REPACDUCE THIS
MATEAIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

4 LLKC r 4 >
- .
,J;LA£L1~

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES
2 skl ATION CENTER IERICY™




Relstionships Between Job Conditions and
Characteriatica and the Professional Satisfaction

of Special Education Teacher Educators.

i

In recent years, gquestions about the conc.tions and quality of public
education, and teacher education have emerged in the public and professional
conacicusness, At the same time, job-related stress and burnout have became
major issues ir; the human services professions, Special educators have been
particularly concerned with the inter-related issues of job satisfaction,
burnout, and attrition a™ng teachers (e.g., Bensky, et al., 1980; Lswrenson
and McKinnon, 1982; Weiskopf., 1980), The rapid growth of apecial education
during the 1970'a has resulted in teacher ahortages in same instructional
specialties, and these shortagea have further focused attention on these
concerna.

Little attention, however, has been given to job satisfaction among
teacher educators in the field, ~During the 1970's, university personnel
participated in tremendous growth and expansion of programs in the midst of'
existing teacher shortsgea, Today, econamic and political support for higher
education at the state and federal levels is precaribus at best (The Chronicle
of Higher Education, 1983), Lesa professional mobility, larger numbers of
trained special education faculty, and maintenance rather than expansion of
teacher education programs appear to be the atatus quo. Job-related stress
and profesaional dissatisfaction among special education faculty may be
greater than ever before,

Given this situation, the authors believed it to be an appropriate time
to examine how special education teacher trainers view their profession and to
determine what relationships may exist between job satisfaction and certain

peraonal characteristics and job-related conditions of thia population, 'Eo do




this, a large sample of speciajppducation teacher educators was surveyed
during the spring and sumer of 1982, A preliminary report of the study
presented demographic information on these teacher educators and descriptive
data concerning relationships between sane program and personal
clmra;cteristics of subjects and their job satisfaction (White, Zabel, and
Smith, 1983), In a subsequent paper, relationships between job satisfaction
and several program characteristics have been analyzed and discussed (Smith,
White & Zabel, 1984), This paper summarizes the content of these two previous
articles as well as analyses of relationships betwee;l their ratings of

satisfaction with five job~related factors.

Procedures

Sarple

A questionnaire was sent to 1345 mémbers of the Teacher Education
Division (TED) of the Council for Exceptional Children, The authors selected
the TED membership as the most representative sumple of special education
teacher educators available, One mailing of questionnaires and one follow-up
to nonrespondents were completed in the Sp;ing and summer of 1982,
Respondents indicating they were‘not teacher educato?s were not included in
the final sample, Canadian TED members wekre included in the initial mailing,
but due to problems encountered with international postage, the Cansdian
responses also were deleted fram the sample, After deletion of non-teacher
educators and the few Canadian responses, the 622 completed questionnaires
constituted a veturn rate of 60%.

Respondents ranged in age from 24 to 74, witi. a mean age of 43.2
(standard deviation = 9.41). Their mean number of years of teaching

experience in regular education was 3.21 (s.d. = 4.43; mean = 2.0), One-third
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had no regular classroom experience, and the other two-thirds reported a range
of one to 30 years of regular classroam teaching. Their years of experience
in special education classroam teaching ranged fram zerc to 41 years, with a
mean of 5.12 years (s.ﬁl. = 5.17), Non-teaching public school experience (in
positions such as school psychology or administration) runged fram zero to 32
years, with a mean of 4.13 years (s.d. = 5.23). Subjects averaged 8,76 years
of experience in higher education, ranging framr less than one year to 33 years
(s.d. = 5.97), and had been in their present positions for 6.73 years on the
average (s.d. = 5.47). Hﬁlf of the respondents had begun their higher
education careers prior to 1973.

Of the 618 respondents who indicated their Sex, 358 (or 57.9%) were
female, and 260 (or 42.1%) were male. Across the entire sample, 57.5% were
married, 19.4% were single, 13.5% were divorced and single, and 9.4% had been
divorced and remarried.

Most respondents (80%) had either a Ph.D. or an Ed. D. degree., Another
15.2% had master's degrees, 4.4% had Education Specialist (Ed. S.) degrees,
and 0.5% had only bachelor's degrees, Special education was the major field

-in which the highest degree ’was earned for 74% of the respondents, Other
major degree fields were educational psychology (7.4%) and curriculum and
instruction (4.2%), with ail other fields accounting for 14.4%.

The sample was represented largsly by teacher educators at the assistant
(30.5%), associate (25.8%), and full (26.2%) professor ranks. Only 9% were
instructors, and another 8.4% indicated a statue of "other." Slightly more
than half (51.9%) reported that they had tenure at their institutions: 28.2%
did not have tenure but were on temure tracks; and 19.9% were not in tenure

track positions.




The largest proportion (44.9%) earncd between $20,000 arvi $30,000 per
year, although 26.6% earned less than $20,000, and 28.4% ea™ned more than
$30,000. A calculated estimate of mean annual salary for the entire ;:Eple
was about $25,400. However, some salaries reported at less than $15,000
probably do not represent ful)-time employment. The meén salary of
respondents, exclusive of fhose at tie "instructor" or "othér" ranks, was
about $27,200.

In response to a question about the nature of their college of university
location, 47.3% of the respondents gaid they were i1 urban areas, 30.9% were
in roral areas, and 21.8% were in suburban locations. As shown in Figure 1,
respondents were distributed across all regions of the United States, but
larger proportions were fran more heavily populated areas such as the N;rthern
Great Lakes (20.1%) than more sparsely populated areas like the Northern
Plains (2.8%).

Smaller colleges and universities were well represented in the sample.
Approximately 16% of gespoédents wﬁrked for schools with fewer than 2,500
students, and nearly helf (47.7%) worked at institutions with fewer than
10,000 students. Only 26.6% worked at schools with more than 20,000 students.

More than half the sample (53.8%) said that their program was part of a
special education department. Another 39.4% were assigned to a subdivision of
another department, such as education or educational foundations: 4.3% had no
departmental affiliation within a college or school of education, and 2.5%
were in same “o}her“ arrangement.

Respondents' programs placed emphasis on training at the various degree
levels as follows: bachelor's only 15.1%: mester's only = 12.5%; bachelors .
and master's = 39%; doctorgl only, 1.2%; master's and doctoral = %.9%; all

thrze levels = 22.4%.,




Subjaects were almost evenly divided between categorical pli*ogmns (49.5%)
and cross-categorical or generic programs (50.5%). 1

Most programs were reported to offer the majority of their!: coursework on
campus. In fact, only 3.5% of respondents reported that more t%lan hatf of
their course offerings were off-campus, while 84.7% offered lesp than
one-fourth off campus. The percentages of respondents' own teathing
responsibilities on and off campus followed a similar pa.tern.

Respondents were asked to indicate their teaching loads in Inurber of
semester hours or quarter hours that they typically taught. Mos‘;t (83.5%) were
on a semester system. Their mean teaching load was 9.95 semestegt' hours (s.d.
= 4.14). The 16.5% of respondents on a fuarter system had averalge loads of
10.8 hours (s.d. = 5.46) each quarter. . Respondents advised studnil:nts at the
baclielor's, master's, and/or doctoral levels. For mdergrac!uatezadvisors (N =
338), the mean number of undergraduate advisees was 34.6. The me:%&n nunber of

ac risees for the 366 master's advisors was 30.8. At the doctoral level, 138

1
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advisors had a mean of 5.5 advisees.

When asked to select the area thot bestldesm-ibed their primary job
responsibilities, the overwhelming response was "teaching” (78%), followed by
"administration" (13.8), "resesrch" (2.3%), "service" (0.8%), snd "other"

{5.1%) sctivities. .

Quest ionnaire

The questionnaire coneisted of two major camponents. First, recipients
were asked questions pertaiJing to personal, professional backgrouid, and
demographic information. The format for these items was either
multiple-choice or fill-in-the-blank, depending on the nature of each

question. Second, there were 29 items which the authors believe might reflect




job satisiaction. These ilems were grouped in the‘categories of ,
social /cammumity conditions, depurtment/program conditions, job-relsted
circumstances, and professional oppnrtunities.’ Re.cipients of the
questionnaires were asked to raie their satisfaction with esch item using a

Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = very dissatisfied: 5 = very satisfied).

Analyses

A principal camponents factor an&lysis with Varimax rotation was
conducted on the data from the 29 job setisfaction items a3 a means of data
reduction. Five discrete factors resulted from this analygis. Table 1
presents the facior groupings which were used for furiher data snslyses,
Using.a factor loading of .50 as & minimmm critervion for inclusion, only four
of the 29 items did not Joad on any of the five factors (required travel,
clarity of job expectations, your qualifications, your qualifications for your
current position, and climate), The resulting factors were labeled
Social /Commiiity Conditions, Advancement Opportunities, Program Quality,
Fingncial Conditions, and Departmentai Resources.

M:ltiveriate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to control for the
inflated experiment-wise error rate thut would result fromn computing thirty
one-w:y analyses of variance., For each significant ¥ANOWA, (p < .05)
univariate analyses of variance were completed to detemmine which of the
satisfaction factors were significantly related to program and personal
variables. Newnsn Kenls post-hoc comparisons were conducted when overall
canparisons were significant (p < .05). Results are presented firat for
comparison of job satisfaction ratings according to several program variables

and then accoi'ding to selected pPersonai variables.




Regwults

Program Variables

Cetegorical /Moncategorical, Significant differences between subjects in

categorical or noncategorical teachier education programs were found for four
of the five job satisfaction factors: Advancement 'q!portmities. F (1,537) =
9,510, p = .002; Departmeat Quality, F (1,553) = 7,029, p = ,008; Financial
Conditions, F (1,529) = 6.857, p = ,009; Departmental Resources, F (1,516) =
8,385, p = ,004, In each case, faculty working in noncategorical programs
were significantly more satist{ed tl.nn facul.ty fram categorical programs,
There wes, however, no significant differen~cz between the categorical und
noncategorical faculty on satisfacti~n with their Social/Commmity Conditions,

Degree Biphasis - Degree emphasis (BA/BS, MA/MS, Bachelor's and Master's
combied, Master's and Doctorate conbined, and all three levels) was ;
significantly rela;ed to faculty job satisfaction with Socialf(?mmmit.y
Conditions, F (1,%803) = 5,051, p = ,001; Advancement Opportunitiés, F (1,537)
= 7,412, p = ,001; end Financial Conditions, F {1,529) = 3,689, p = ,006,
However, no significant differences existed for Department Quality and
Department Resources, Several mltiple comparison tests \;ere found to be
significant and are reviewed below,

Faculty whose programs of fered Master's (N = 53, X = 29,19) as well as
Doctoral (N = 53, X = 29,19) degrees were significantly more satisfied with
their Social/Commmity Conditions than Bachelor's only degree programs (N =
$2, X = 25,28) and Bachelot's combined with Master's level degree programs (N
= 198, X = 26.,05), Similar results were apparent for Advancement
Opportunities, Faculty fpram programs offering both Master's and Doctoral
degrees (N = 57, X = 16,00) and all three levels (N = 125, X = 15,34) were
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more satisfied with their opportunities for advancement than faculty offerirg
the following three degree levels: Bachelor's degree onl.y (N=178, X =
15.86), ‘both Bachelor's and Maiier's degrees (N = 220, X = 16.31), and
Master's deg.ree only (N = 67, X.= 16.76). Faculty from programs offering all
three degree .evels (N = 123, X = 14.97) and progravs with only a Master's
degree (N = 69, ¥ = 14.77) were significantly more satisfied with Financial
Conditions than faculty fram programs offering only a Bachzlor's degree (N =
76, X = 13.20). .

Number of Students. Number of students enrclled at the college/university

was found to be significantly related to four of the factors:

Social /Canmmnity Conditions, F (8,501} = 4.621, p < .001; Advancement
Opportuni ties, F (8,530) = 5.404, p < .001; Finsnciai Conditions, F (8,527) =
3.333, p = .001; and Departmentai Resources, F (8,513) = 2.896, p = .004. No
significant differences were found afor Department Quality.

Faculty at institutions with more than 35,001 gstudents (N = 40, X =
30.85) were significantly more satisfied with Social/Commmity Conditions than
facwlty at schools with 2,500 or less (N = 84, X = 25.37), 5,0Q1 to 10,000 (4
= 103, X = 25.53), 15,001 to 20,000 (N = 51, X = 25.80), and 2,501 to 5.000 (N
= 52, X = 26.14) students. The greatest variance in gatisfaction ratings
occurred among faculty whose studr .t population was 15,001 to 20,000 (SD =
6.99); whereas, the least amount of variance was found in achools with 35,001
or more students (SD = 2.86). Variance f{.. the other variables was relatively
similar (range = 4.75 to 5.97).. One exception to this trend appeared in
responses from faculty at institutions of 15,001 to 20,000 students. These
faculty tended to be among the more dissatisfied. Overall, however, the data
suggested that faculty from larger institutions were more aatis{fied with

Social /Cammmnity Conditions.

il
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There was also significantly more satisfaction with opportunities for
advancement among faculty fran schools whose population was 35,001 or more
students (N = 39, X = 19.44), 20,001~25,000 students (N = 54, X = 18.93), and
30,001 to 35,000 students (N = 30, X = 18.67) than among faculty from schocls
with either 2,500 or less students (N = 80, X = 15.49), and 15,00i to 20,000
students (N = 60, X = 15.77). In addition, faculty at institutions with a |
student body of 35,001 or more students‘ar'xcl 20,001 to 25,000 gtudents were
more satis'tfied with their opportl.lnitiés for advancement than those from
schools with only 5,001 to 10,000 students (N = 115, X = 16.35). Again, with
the exception of institutions with 15,001 to 20,000 gtadents and 25,001 to
30,000 students (N = 20, X = 16.85), the data indicated that .faculty in lsrger
institutions were more satisfied with their Advancement Opportunities than
those fran smaller institutions.

Satisfaction with financial conditions also was significently related to
nurber of students. Faculty from schools with a student size of 35,001 or
more (N = 38, X = 15.95) and 20,001 to 25,000 (N = 52, X = 15.54) were
significantly more satisfied with Financial Conditions than faculty fram
schools with 15,001 to 20,000 students (N = 63, X = 13,02). Faculty from
achools with over 35,000 students also were significantly more satisfied with
financial conditions than faculty from schools with less than 2,500 students
N = 77, X = 13.78), '

Number of students was significantly related to sa;tisfaction with
departmental resources. Faculty from schools whose student size was 35,001 or
more (N = 40, X = 11.35), 20,001 to 25,000 (N = §2, X = 10.98), 10,001 to
15,000 (N = 81, X = 10,51), and 2,500 or less (N = 78, X = 10.38) were
sfgni ficantly more satisfied with departmental resources than faculty fram

schools whose student population was 15,001 to 20,000 (N = 56, X = 8.91).
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There was no apparent trend in favor of larges institutions, In fact, faculty
fram schools whose studeni size was 15,001 to 20,000 and 25,001 to 30,000 (N =
22, X = 9.59) were ‘east satis.’sd with Departmental Resources,

Urban/Rural /Suburban, Whether feculty indicated that their

college/university was in an urban, suburban, or rural location wae

£

significantly related to Social/Commmity Conditions, F (2,505) = 10,266, p <
-001 and Advancement Opportunities, F (2,539) = 4,204, p = ,014, Finan:inl
Conditions, F (2,533) = 2,979, p = ,052, approached significance, but no
significant differences were evident for Department leity and Departmental

Regources.

Social/Comunity Conditions, Faculty fram colleges/universities in

suburban (N = 105, X = 27,77) and urban (N = 248, X = 27,21) locations were
significantly more satisfied with Social/Cammmity Conditjona than faculty
from rural (N = 155, X = 24,97) locations, In addition, faculty from urban (N
= 259, X = 17.42) locations we::e significantly more satisfied with Advancement
Opportvnities than faculty from rural (N = 168, X = 16,11) locations,

Althougt this relationship only approached significance, a gimilar trend was
apperent with faculty from suburban (N = 116, X = 14,84) areas where more
satisfaction with Financial Condi{tions was evident than from rural (N = 167, X
= 13,81) areas,

Ceographic Location, Geographic location was significantly related to

Social/Conmunity Conditions, F (9,511) = 2,428, p = ,010, and Financial
Condaions.-F (9, 534) = 2,529, p = »008, while no differences were observed
for the other three -factors, Ten geographic locations were chusen as
variables, Five of the locations were significantly related to job
satisfaction factors in miltiple comparison tests: Mid Atlantic (District of

Colurbia, MD, DE, NJ, PA); Western Pacific (CA, OR, WA, AK, HI): Midwest (D,
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KS, IA, NE); Northern,Great Lakes (CH, IN, MI, IL, WI, MN); and Northwestern

Plai' 3 (&, ND, WY, MT, “NRL.~
Faculty fran the Western Pacific (N = 44, XT 28.64) were significantly
Ny
more satisfied with Social/Cammmiiy Conditions than faculty from the T

Northwestern Plains (N = 16, X = 22.63). In contrast, faculty from the -Mid
Atlantic (N = 4% X = 16.25) were significantly more satisfied with financial
conditions than faculty from Western Pacific (N = 42, X = 13.43)f Midwest (N =
47, X = 13.72), and Northern Great Lakes (N = 110, X = 13.77). Thus, faculty
fran the Western Pacific were lesst satisfied with financial conditions and
most satisfied with Social/Commmnity Conditions. .

Personal Variables

Age, Sex and Marital Status. Subjects were grouped in‘o six age ranges

(20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, and 72 years of age and older). Sex
options were male op female, and there were four mari ta'l status choices
(single, married, divorced/single, and divorced/remlarried). Table 2 contains
a breakdown of the job satisfaction ratings by age, sex, and marital status of
respondents,

/ Among the six age ranges of respondents, no differences were found for
satisfaction with SociallCamm:ity Conditions. There were also no differences
according to sex. However, significant differences were found for rmrital
status (F=3.926, p=.0086), with both married and single faculty more satisfied
with their Social /Cammmity Conditions than divorced/single subjects.

Significant differences in respondents' ratings of their opportunities
for professional advancement were found for age (F=3.051, p=.01), sex
(F=17,161, p=.0000), and marital status (F=6.041, p=.0005). Males were more
satisfied than females with their opportunities for advancement, and the post

hoc analysis indicated that both single and married subjects were more
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satisfied than either divorced/8inglé or divorced/remarried subjects.
rdowever, the Student-Newman-Keuls Test did not reveal significant differences
between any two age groups.

Although no differences in ratings of program quality were found
according to respondents' sex or marital status, there was a significant
difference according to age (F=3.182, p=.0077). However, no two age groups

¥ differed significantly. Satisfaction with Financial Conditions also differed
according to all three variables: age (F=7.759, p=0000); sex (F=49.892,
p=0000); and marital status F=3.279, p=.0207). Males were more satisfied than
females, subjects between the ages of 40-49, 50-59, and 60-69 years of age
were more satisfied than ihose 20-29 years of age, end married respondents
were more satisfied than single respondents.

A significant difference in satisfaction with Departmental urces was
also found according to age of respondents (F=2.245, p=.0487). er, there
were no significant differences between any two age groups. The difference
between males' and females' ratings approached significsnce (F=3.621,
p=.0576), but there was no difference for marital status.

Rank, Tenure, and Salary. Respondents' ratings of the five job

satisfaction factors were also analyzed according to their academic rank
(assistant, associate, and full professors), tenure status (terured,
non-tenured/tenure track, and non-tenure track), and annual salary
($10,000~$15,000, $15,001-$20,000, $20,001-$25,000, $25,001-$30,000,
$30,001-$35,000, $35,000-$40,000, and more than $40,000). Respondents who had
indicated their rank as ".nstructor" or vmc;se annual salaries were less than
$10,000 were not included in these analyses on the assumption that they might,

not be full-time faculty. (See Table 3.)
Although subjects' satisfaction with Social and Commmity Conditions did
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not differ according to their academic rank, a significant difference was
found for tenure (F=3.694, p=,0255), with tenured faculty more satisfied than
non-tenured/tenure trac'. faculty, There was also a significant difference
according to salary range (F=4.547, p=.0002), although the post hoc analysis
did not reveal differences between any two salary ranges,

A significant difference in subjects' ratings of their satisfaction with
opportuni ties for advancement was found f-or all three variables: rank
(F=14.064, p=.000); terure (F=9,911, p=.0001); salary (F=7.872, p=000). Full
professors were more satisfied than either assistants or associates, Both
tenured and non-tenure track faculty were more satisfied than those in tenure
track positions, but not presently tenured. Faculty in each salary range
above $25,000 per year were more satisfied with their opportunities for
advancement than those earning between $15,000 and $25,000, Not surprisingly,
faculty earning more than $40,000 were more satisfied with their opportunities
than those earning only $10,000 to $15,000 per year.

There were no significant differences in the ratings of the overall
quality of reaponder.lts' programs according to either rank or tenure, There
was, however, a dif ference according to salary (F=2,265, p=,0362), bui the
only pairwise difference between incame groups was found between those earning
above $40,000 and those in the $20,001-$25,000 range.

Significant differences in respondents' ratings of satisfaction with
their programs' Financial Conditions were obtained for all three status
variables: rank (F=66,814, p=,0000); tenure (F=38,367, p=0000), and salary
(F=64,985, p=,0000), Fyll professors were more satisfied than associate
professors, who were, in turn, more satisfied than aszistant professors,
Tenured faculty were more satisfied tha'1 non-tenured/tenure track faculty, and

the latter were more satisfied than non-tenure track faculty. Ratings of
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Financial Conditions by subjects in each salary group differed fram those of
each ‘other salary group, The trend of the data was linear--the higher the
salary, the greater the satisfaction with financial conditions.

Subjects' ratings of their Departmental Resources were found to differ
according to academic rank (¥=4,635, p=.0102), witk full professors
significantly more satisfied than associate professors, There was also a
significant difference according to salary (F=2,945, p=,0078), although no
pair-wise differences were found, There was no difference acc;)rding to tenure
Status,

Experience in Higher Education and Years in Present Position. Table 4

contains a summary of ratings of the five satisfaction factors according to
respondents' number of years in higher education a:d number of years in their
present position. For both variables, the following five ranges were used:
1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 1?-20, and more than 20 years, ~

A significant difference among ratings of satisfaction with Social and
Commity Condition was found for number of years in higher education
(F=2,760, p=.0272), aithough no differences between any two groups werd rfound.
There also was no di fference according to length of time in present position,

Ratings of opportunities for professional advancement were significantly
related both to number of years in higher education (F=4,22, p=,0023) and
nurber of years in present position (F=2,482, p=.0442). Post hoc analyses
indicated that subjects with 1-§ years in their present positions were
significantly less satisfied with their opportunities for advancement than
those with either 6-10 or more than 20 years in their present positions,

Subjects' ratings of the quality of their programs differed according to
both number of years they had been in higher education (F=3.012, p=.0178) and
nunber of years in their present position (F=2,607, p=.0360), ‘Those in their

16




current positions for more than 20 years rated their programs more favorably
than did those with only 1-5 years in their jobs.

There were significant differences among subjects' ratings of
satisfa;;ion with their program's Financial Conditions both according to
nunber of years in higher education (F=24.077, p=.0000). and number of years in
present position (F=5.193, p=.0005). Faculty with only 1-5 years experience
in higher education were less satisfied than those in each group with more
experience, and those with 6~10 years were also less satisfied than those in
each group with more experierce. Respondents who had been in their present
positions only 1-5 year: were liss satisfied than those in each other group
with the exception of those who had been in their positions 16-20. Tre latter
group also was significantly less satisfied with Financial Conditions than the
group with the most experiente (more than 20 years) in their positions.

No significant difference was found among ratings of Departmental
Resources according to number of years i}a higher education. However, number
of years in present position was found to be significant (F=2.600, p=.0366).
The group with more than 20 years experience in their jobs rated their
satisfaction with Departmental Resources significantly higher than did the

least experienced group (1-5 years).
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Digscussion

This study would support the view that job satisfaction among special
education teacher educators is multifaceted. It appears that it can be
measured as several distinct factors, and that it is influenced p{nh by the
job conditions and personal characteristics. The involvement of both what
individuals bring to their jobs as well as the nature of the jobs, themselves,
is consistent with a recently proposed model of occupational stress and
burnout (Zabel, Boamer, & King, in print),

Interpretation of the results of the program variable analyses are made
difficult for several reasons, First, many of these variables are unique to
the field of special education which does not allow for comparisons with other
disciplines (e,g,, categorized vs. noncategorized), Second, the data
collected for this studv does not eliminate various competing explanations for
sone of the results. For now, these data may be most useful in providing an
initial descriptive data base against which future data may be campared and
interpreted.

On the other hand, for sane of the personal characteristics (e.g., age,
sex, marital status' interpretations are more readily apparent, The following
discussion examines some of these variables,

Althc;ugh gignificant main effect differences were obtained with respect
to age on all factors but Socialfc;lrmmity Conditions, nnly for Financial
Conditions were differences between any tvx; age groups evident, Here the
results are not surprising, since the youngest group, which would be expected
to have the lowest average salary, was lesc satisfied with their financial
straits than each of the groups above 40 years of age. They were not,
however, less satisfied than those in the age group immediately above

themselves, whose sala.ies would be expected to be closest to their own. Nor
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were they less satisfied than those above age 70, many of whom would be
sami-retired.,

It is notable that the ratings of the 30-39 age group consistently ranked
low on the satisfaction ratings--lowest on three of the five factors g‘nd near
the bottan on the other two. 1In fact, if the two relatively amall (the
youngest and oldest groups) were excluded from the analysis, sui;}egts in this
age range would have the lowest ranking mean ratings on all five tac}ogg.
This pattern may reflect same of the pressures on faculty in the 30-39 age
range to establish themselves in their careers, including the acquisition of
tenure and promotion.

The analysis of job satisfaction according to sex revealed clear
differences between males and femalec in their satisfaction with Advancement
Opportvnities, Financial Conditions, and Departmental Resources. When viewed
in the context of additional descriptive information about scademic rank and
salary of males and females, there msy be good reason for the di‘_fferences.
For example, although both sexes were almost evenly represented at the
associate professor rank, there were substantial discrepancies at lower snd
higher ranks., Only 2.3 percent of the males compared to 13.9 percent of the
females were instructors, aind 21.8 percent of the former were assistant
professors campared to 37.3 percent of the latter. However, more than three
times as many males (43.6 percent) as females (13.1 percent) were full
professors.

Striking discrepancies were also evident in male and female salaries.
The calculated estimate of mean annual salary reported by female respondents
was only $22,300, compared to $29,600 for males. Thus, males were paid 30%
more than females, Disparities in salaries of males and females in higher

education are not unique to special educatior, but appear to occur across
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discipline and type of institution (Chronicle of Higher Education, 1983),

Althwugh these differences in academic rank and salary would appear to
reflect institutionz)l discrimination against females, there are other factors
that could also account for some of the difference, For example, males ih the
sample were older than females (44,5 and 42,2 years, respectively) and they
had more years of related professional experience than females (18,1 and 14,5
years, respectively), Males had begun their careers in higher education 3.5
years before females and had been in their present positions longer (8,1 and
5,7 years, respectively), Also, about 30 percent more meles f92.4 percent)
than females (71,1 percent) had doctorates, Possession of this temminal
degree wuld affect initial salary, and it is typically required for
advancement in academic rank, It also appears that same of the lower salaries
in this sample were paid to the larger proportion of wamen who were at the
instructor rank and in part-time positions,

Nevertheless, one of the most striking results of this study is the
difference in job satisfaction between 'mles and females, Same of the
di fference may be due to real differences in job conditions such as salary and
rank, Another intriguing line of inquiry not addressed in this st_uEly would be
the investigation of possibie differences in personality types, professional
expectations, and reward systems between male and female special education
faculty, Until recently, education has been one of the few professions
relatively open to females, while males have hnd access to a wide range of
professional can;eers. Becauge of their greater professional options, it may,
in effect, be more likely that meles have selected academic careers io meet
certain expectations for professional satisfaction, while many women may have
entered the field primarily because it is one of the few professions that

offers them professional opportunity,
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With 42.3 percent of the sample in the single, divorced/single, and
divorced/remarried categories, the analysis of relationships of marital status
and ratings of joia satisfaction is compelling. Not surprisingly, marital
status did not affect respondents' gatisfaction with 2ither Program Quality or
Departmental Resources, However, th2re were significant differences in
assesaments of Social/Cormumity Conditions, Advancement Opportunities, and
Financial Conditions, with "married" (divorced/remarried were not included in
this group) respondents expressing the greatest satisfaction., The degree to
which the relative dissatisfaction of the other groups reflects discrimination
toward those in less traditional marital roles or the additional econamic and
emotional burdens on those who are not "married" is unclear fram this
analysis, but worthy of further investigation.

It is apparent fram the descriptive data (White, Zabel & Smith, 1983)
that females are less likely to be married than their male colleagues. More
than twice as many females (43 percent) as males (19.1 percent) were not
"rarried", ar a greater percentage of divorced males (11.9 percent) than
feamles (7.9 percent) had remarried. Acadaﬁic rank was also »elated to
marital status, with about two-thirds (68.3 percent) of the full professors,
55,6 percent of the associate professors, and just over one-half (51.3
percent) of assistant professors in the "married" category. While it would be
predicted that a higher proportion of the younger, assistant professors would
be single, it might also be expected that older, full professors would have
had greater opportunity to became divorced or divorced/remarried. The latter
was not the case. Rather, larger nurbers of lower ranking respondents fell
into these categories.

Tgese patterns probably reflect changes in culturally acceptable

life-styles, especially for wamen, in the last 10-20 years. The data Suggest
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that such movement toward more independent life~styles may nlso be accmpa.nied
by the percaption of greater t:inancial burden, less opportunity for
professional advancement, and less satisfying social relationships.

Academic rank did not appear to affect satisfaction with either
Social/Cammmity Conditions or Progzram Quality, yet it was related to ratings
cf Advancement Opportunities, Financial Conditions, and Department Resources.
Not surprisingly, full professors, who have successfully advanced in rank,
were the most satisfied group. Although no one appears to be getting rich on
university salaries (the calculated mean annual salary for the szuple was only
$25,400), salary was clearly related to rank. Only 17.1 percent of the |
assistant professors earned mere than $25,000, compared to 55,5 percent of
associate professors and 75,7 percent of full professors. Also, because of
their success at understanding tl': institutional systame® in which they work,
as evidenced by their high rank, full professcis nmay have been able to find
the departmental resources to meet their needs or have reconciled themselves
to the absence of those resources.

Acquisition of tenure typically requires that a person spend a specified
number of Years at an instituvtion. Thus, it would be expected that tenured
faculty would be more satisiied than non-temured faculty with tbheir
Advancement Opportunities, Program Quality, and even Social /Cammunity
Conditions. That is, the former group has advanced, snd they must e
sufficiently satisfied with their programs and cammmity envirorment to have
stayed long enough to acquire tenure,

It is sanewhat surprisir - that faculty in non-tenure track, or "soft
money", positions report greater satis ::iion with their opportuities for
advancement than non-tenured, tenure t: ¢k faculty, This finding may be

evidence of the pressures on the latter to earn tenure, on the one hand, and
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the more circumscribed expectations for perfommance by the former group, on
the other hand.

It is notuble that salary was the only variable to significantly
influence ratings on all five job satisfaction factors. In each instance,
higher sslary meant ETester satisfaction. It appears that the bowniary
betwecn relatively satisfied and dissatisfied respondents was at about
$25,000, although those earning more than $40,000 per year constituted s
distinct, and highly satisfied group.

Certsinly, few faculty cither enter higher education teaching careers, or
continue in them, expecting to earn high salaries. Still, these data indicate
that salary has a pervasive effect on‘job sstisfaction. It may be that
tangible rewards play a more influential role in job satisfaction as faculty
sslaries fall furthér behind thcse in other sectors ~f the economy, as
predictions for the financisl future of institutions of higher educstion are
pessimistic, and ag other sources of reinforcement, such as socisl status,
diminish. ‘ . !

Although there were ataiistical ly significant differences sccording to
number of yesrs in higher aducation for sll fsctors with the exception of
Department Resources, the direction of these differences was not always
apparent. However, the trend appesrs to he in the direction of those with
more experience reporting greater proissional satisfaction. This was clearly
the case for number of years in present position, where the most experienced
group was generally most satisfied and the least experienced group was least
sstisfied. An exception to this pattern involved those with 16-20 years in
their present posiiions. They were gignificantly less sstisfied with their
financial straits than those with more than 20 vears in their positions. 1t

mey be that some individuals in this experience range are facing additione!
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fingncial burdens, such as educational expenses of their children. HCNB'V:EP,
the ddata are not available to conclusively explain this finding.

Taken together, these data on relationships between personal
characte.ristics and ratings of job satisfaction could be use% to provide
profiles of the most and least professionally gatisfied special educator. The
former would be a married, male, full professor with tenure, over 40 years
old, earning more than $40,000, who has been in higher education and in his
present position for more than 20 years. The least. professionally satisfied
individual, on the other hand, would be an urmarried, female, non-tenured,
assistant professor, under 40 years of age, earning less than $25,000 with
less than 6 years in higher education and in her present position.

Because of existing data indicating similar patterns of salary and rank,
for examplz, in other fields and the similarity of current financial
conditions across a variety of disciplines in higher education, this research
may have far reaching implications for universities. Based on data gathered
in a recent nation-wide study of stress in academe, Gmelch, Wilke, and Levrich
(Reference note) have reported similar amounts of job~related stress across a
diverse range of disciplines.

| While the kinds of relationships between job satisfaction and personal
characteristics of university faculty eviGgent in this study are certainly not
unique to special educators, it is the autho‘- belief that special education
fagulty may be experiencing both greater stress and less professional
satisfaction than facu:llty in sowe other disciplines as a result of the

stressors mentioned at the outset of this paper.
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Tabie 1
Job Satisfaction Factors*

!5 Items

Factors Loading
1. Social/Community Conditions: Shopping .798
Cultural activities .793
M Social! environment .784
Recreational activities .680
Housing 653
Schools .624
Transportation - .578
2. Advancement Opportunities: Opportunities to pursue professional interasts 809
Opportunities within institution for professional .718
involvement
Time to pursue professional interests ~ .698
Opportunities for professional advancemert in .630
field of special education
Professional resources available 534
3. Program Quality: Quality of your special education program B35
' Qualifications of others in your department .756
Mission of department J14
Quality of students 552
4. tinancial Conditions: Salary .734
Financial resources available .6G2
Fineacial support available for professional 598
development
Assigned work load .587
5. Department Resources: Office facilities 756
! Clerical assistance .32%

Departmental facilities

* The amount of variance accounted for within each of these factors is as follows: Factor 1 = 85.9%;
o Fsctor 2 = 66.3%; Factor 3 = 76.8%; Factor 4 = 48.6%; Factor 5 = 52.9X.
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Table 2

Ratings of Job Satisfaction Factors
According to Age, Sex, and Marital Status

Factors
Social/Community Advancement Program . Financial Department
Conditions Opportunit ies Quality Conditions Resources
Variables N M SO N M SD N M SD N M Sp N M SD
R
-29 18 27.28 6.43 19 18.68 4.55 20 16.50. 1.76 16 12.19 3.17 19 11.63 2.43
30-39 206 25.36 5.50 211 16.08 4.54 220 14.88 3.00 204 13.37 3.48 202 9.93 . 2.97
40-49 164 26.92 5.57 175 17.68 4.49 173 15.86 3.29 169 15.12 3.62 169 10.57« 2.78
50-59 109 27.38 6.13 110 16,93 4.54 121 15.79 2.98 122 14.92 3.53 114 10.18 3.09
60-69 28 26.54 6.36 29 17.28 4.87 30 15.77 3.36 31 15.61 3.16 27 10.30 3.34
0+ 7 27.00 5.23 8 17.13 4.70 " 10 16.50 2.22 11 13.09 3.48 11 8.82 3.46
Sex
Females 367 26.30 5.70 318 16.72% 4.60 321 15.52- 2.89 306 13.43 3.44 307 10.03 3.05
Males 223  27.13 5.76 240 17.85 4.40 250 15.48 3.35 243 15.53 3.49 231 10.52 2.83
Marital Status ¢
Married 305 27.18 65.64 319 17.35 4.39 324 15.63 3.07 315 14.73 3.64 303 10.49 2.93
Single 97 26.97 5.75 104 17.35 4.54 108 15.60 3.37 106 13.61 3.47 107 9,95 3.17
Div./Rem. 5 25.66 A.46 5 15.05 4.69 57 15.00 2.70 52 13.69 3.5 53 9.98 2.50
Div./Sing. 75 24.87 6.52 76 15.75 5.04 78 15.10 3.12 73 14,25 3.62 1N 9.87 13.07




Table 3

Ratings of Job Satisfaction Factors
According to Academic Rank, Tenure, and Salary

Factors
Social/Community Adv ancement Department Financial Department
Conditions Opportunities Quality Conditions Resources
Variables N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD N M
Academic Rank
Assistant 161 25.81 5.44 176 15.80 4.45 177 15.27 2.92 172 12.99 3.18 16l 10.06
Associ ate 134 26.96 5.34 143 16.52 4.5 149 15.30 3.10 144 14.04 3.07 146 9.67
Ful} 143 27.08 5.88 152 18.35 4.29 155 15.77 3.31 157 16.87 3.11 146 10.71
Tenure Status
Tenured 274 27.19 5.56 290 17.50 4.38 298 15.75% 3.05 291 15.51 3.42 284 10.27
Non~-tenured 146 25.61 5.64 162 15.56 4.75 159 15.04 3.10 15 13.40 3.16 151 9.9%
Non-tenure 103 26.56 6.10 101 17.21 4.50 108 15.56 3.17 99 12.52 3.49 99 10.45
track

Salary Range
KTO‘.OITFTF?UOO 15 28.47 4.53 17 16.00 5.51 17 15.53 3.39 17 10.35 3.00 14  9.43
$15,001-20,000 94 25.46 5.86 99 15.67 4.43 99 15.68 2.74 89 11.94 2.9% 90 10.16 .
$20,001-25,000 136 25.41 5.21 146 15.64 4.42 145 14.79 3.06 139 13.01 2.67 141 9.5%
$25,001-30,000 100 28.42 5.26 107 .17.63 4.31 110 15.43 3.18 114 14,96 2.65 104 10.54
$30,000-35,004 67 26.84 5.41 72 17.51 3.4% 72 15.83 2.91 77 15.83 2.67 74 10.19
$35,000-40,000 3% 26.77 6.89 38 18.50 5.23 39 15.82 3.84 39 17.13 2.86 4 10.41
$40,001 + 45 28.42 6.12 49 19.57 4.26 52 16.38 3.17 52 19.42 2.40 49 11.43
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Table 4

Ratings of Job Satisfaction Factors
According to Number of Years in Higher Education
and in Present Position

Factors
Social/Community Advancement Department Financial Department
Conditions Opportunities Quality Conditions Resources
Variables N M SO N M er N M SO N M SD N M, SO

Years in Higher

~ Education )
1-5 164 25.79 5.89 172 16.10 4.63 180 15.14 3.08 167 12.84 3.38 166 10.16 2.77
6-10 158 26.83 5.14 163 15.71 4.20 169 15.19 3.17 160 13.73 3.37 155 10.06 3.04
11-15 113 26.81 5,60 128 17.62 4.59 126 16.10 2.96 127 ,15.40 3.35 125 10.34 2.94
16-20 52 28.33 6.07 57 18.12 A.32 59 15.71 3.28 59 16.80 3.30 57 10.42 3.41
21 + 24 28.46 6.47 26 18.62 5.28 26 16.54 2,98 25 16.84 3.41 23 10.48 2.94
Years in Present
Position _
1-5 54 25.09 6.95 5@ 14.80 4.73 60 14.58 2.87 %2 11.90 3.42 52 9.02 2.49
6-10 75 25.83 6.29 82 16.93 4.8 80 15.00 3.68 76 13.61 3.86 77 1022 3.03
11-15 49 26.55 5.26 51 16.27 4.72 55 15.16 2.60 53 14.04 3.59 53 10.21 3.0%
16-20 42 26.86 4.72 43 15.93 4.72 44 15.61 3.08 46 13.07 2.89 48 10.31  2.74
21 + 38 26.08 5.29 43 17.44 4.45 43 16.47 2.94 42 15.07 3.68 40 10.80 2.76
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